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This study assessed attributions made to an

attractive or unattractive person who took either a proximal or
distal seating position following task performance. Greater
attributions of success vere made to an attractive person, regardless
of the proximity, which suggests pervasive influence of physical
attractiveness on attributions in behavioral situations. (Author)
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The experimental analysis of the attribution process has
recently attempted to specify the conditions under which
Jif“erent variables become salient to the perselver, This
study manipulated two sallent varlables. physical attractive-
nesr and proximity, hoth of which are clearly immecliately
obvious to an observer, Whlle previous research hes estab-
1ished that each of these variebles ylelds predictable
attritutions in isolation, no previous study has looked a%
l'o*' variables simultaneously 1in an actual behavioral cuntext,

As early as 1921, Perrin found that the physical chare
acteristics of a given individual contribute significantly
to differential responses made to that person, A host uf
othrr investigators (Hollinzworth, H, L., 1922 Holliggworth.
L.S., 1935; Holmes and Hatch, 1938; Mohr, 1932; Rokeach, 1943)
have correlated physical attractiveness with other variables,
All concur in the conclusion that level of physiccl app2al
exerts a strorg influence on the qualities attrituted to a

person.

However, only recently have investigators turned thelr

_attention to expcrimental analyses of the effects of physical
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attractiveness. Miller (1970a) had subjects of both sexes
record thelr 1mpress;ons of photographed persons on the
Ad jective Preference Scale (Jackson & Minton, 1963). He
found significant effects on 15 of the 17 dimensions fbr both
male and female judges, Specifically, Mllier consistently
found the unattractive person consigned to the negative or
undesirable fortion of the scale, while the highly attractive
person was perceivéd'positively. In a later study, Mlller
(1970h) was able to show that physically attractive persons
were likely to be seen as masters of thelr own fate, es
teople who behave from their own volitlon; whereas unattractive
persons were 11ke1y.tn be seen as influenced by others or'
the enviornment, |

On the tasls of these data, Berscheld and Walster (1974)
conclude that the perception of a stimulus person's level of
physical appezl should affect the kinds of inferences people
make about the motivation underlylng the person's acts, Thls
hypothesls'was addressed by both Dion, Berscheid, anc Walster
(1972) and Landy and Sigall (1974)+ The results of the Dion
et nl, study show thet for both sex Judges, attractive
jndividuals vere Jjudced to be more soclally desirable than
unattractive persons. Lendy and Sigall (1974) had male subjects
rote essays written by elther a physically attractive or
unattractive femnle, Their results show that the greater the
level of the writer's physical appeal, the hlgher the ratirg .

of the ecsay, thur confirming the What-Is-Beautiful=Is=Good
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thesis in o person perception framework. However, to date no

by asking subjects to make behavicral predictions in face-to-
face interaction,

Physical attractiveness is an immediately obvious variehle;
it is present from the beginning of any face-tu-fece encounter.
Proximity of a person to a glven stimulus objec; is also an
1:mediately obvious event. That proximity does indeed affect
attributions made about the stimulus person has been prevsiously
demonstrated in two seperate contexts. Argyle and Dean (1965) |
found that n large distancqnpetwoen two individuals implled a
~negative affect. Gonversly, a small distance should imply a
positlive affect. Differantial distances between a person and a
st{mulus object should likewise imply affect differences,
Little, Conley, and Kahn (1973) did find that low status
suhjects tended to sit further from an "art object® than
sut-jects given higher status. This lends crcdence to the
assumptinn that persons experiencing prior succestc in a glven
context will tend to approach that situation, while persons
expericncing prior non-success will ternd to avold that situa-
tion., This line of reasoning becomes more valid if one
assumes that previous success 18 reinforceing and previcus
non-guccess if non.reinforceing. ‘The relevant research on
proximics lends credence to this line of regsoning (Hall, 1959
1969; Mehrabian, 1972; Sommor, 1969). In fact, Mehrabian
(1972) found that subjects interpreted close proximity to a

\\
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given situation as showing a positive attitude toward that

situation, PFrom this, he concluded that adults may infer

attitude variations from contraste in immediacy. Thus, when
viewing a person in a proximal relationship with a given

" gituation, we would tend to infer preférence for and success

in that cituation. When viewing a person in a distal relation-

ship vith a given situation we would infer a non-preference for

and non-success in that situation,

In this experiment both physical attractiveness of a
confederate, and her proximity to an abllity related stimulus
ohject were 1ndépendent1y manipulated in a face-to-face
behavioral setting. The specific hypotheses tested were:

1, Subjects will praceive the stimulus person as being more
successful wnen she was highly physically attractive than
when she was highly physically unattractive,

2., The stimulus perton will be attrituted greater success
when sitting closest to an ability related stimulué object
(maximally proximal) then when sitting far away from the
object (maximally distal).

3. Attractliveness of the stimulus person and proximity to the
otject will interact such fhat_those high in physlcal appeal
and maxinally proximal will be percelved as the most
successful, and those low in attractlveness and maximally

distal ag the least successlul,
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Method

Sublects

Subjects were 72 female students from the Introductory

Psychology classess at Iowa State University. All participants
recelved class credit for their participation,

Procedure

Subjects were run in groups of three with a femsle con-
federate planted in the group., The confederate ﬁas trained
to participate as the fourth member of an "aesthetic appre-
clation" sroup., The confederate was rade to appear either
physically attractive (nicely dressed, halr attractively
?adﬂ-up. and make-up tastefully appllied) or physically unst-
ﬁractivo (sloppily dressed, hair uncombed, excessive make-up
carclessly applied, and a plllow ac used to obtain a "tunmy®
effect), Thc three subjects and confederate were ushered into
the experimental room as a group.

After completion of blographical date sheets, subjects
were told that the experiment vwatcs concerned with assessing
acsthetic appreclation among the generalvpopulation. The
exneriment cons!sted of two parts, music appreclation and
art appreclation, The music apprecliation portioh conslisted
of .. tape recording cf computer generated random noises, After
the tape was played, subjects completed questlonnalres

concerning “their reactions to the music., BEach group vas told

thot thelr judgements were being compared to the judgements

6
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mad: by graduate students in art and music, After completion
of thesc music ratings, the group was then randomly assigned
to one of three proximity conditlions (Near/Far/No Proximity
Information) within each at@pact1§eness condition,

}
Near Condition In this condition, the experimenter explained

that the second portion of the experiment (art appreciation)

wac held in an ajoining room and they could now go there.

As the subjects left the room, the confederate delayed her=-

self in nrder to arrive last in the second room., A covered

“art object™ was situated in the middle of the room, with three
chairs placed in a semi-circle around the object (average
distance= one foot). The subjects seated themselves in these
crsirs, The confederate, who wus late, was forced to bring a
chnir from the side of tne room which she placed as close to

the art object:as she could (approx. distance= 4 in.), clecarly
closer than the nailve subject, After the confederate was
ceated, the experimenter gave the rational for the interpersonal
évﬁluatlons. After completion of the evaluation forms, the
grovp was informed that the experiment was over and all subvjects
viere debricfed, -

Far Condition This condition duplicated the Near condition

except that the confederste placed herself as for removed from
the art object as the room allowed (approx. distance= 3% ft.),
clearly more distant than the naive subject., All instructlons

vere the seme as in the near condition.
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No Proximity Information Condition In this condition, the
experimenter explained that he wanted the interpersonal
evaluations before going on to the art appreciation portion,
Thus, these subjects never'left the first room, All further
instructions wefe identlcal to both previous groups,

Interpersonal Evaluations

Each subject was asked to make interpersonal efaluations
on each of the other three subjects in the group. This was
explained by reference to the common sense notion that
aecthetic appreclation and soclal perception were highly
related and thus, to look at one, we need to look at the
other, | ¢

Subjects were glven a number, with tne confederaie‘aIWaya-
recciving number one, All'subjeéts were gilven identical forms
to conmplete, |

Measures were taken from the interpersnnal evaluations
the surjects made on the confederate only. The first four
' scales were seven=point Likert scales anchored on the
extremes, These questions were: o
1, How well do you.believe thls person performed on the first

task?
2, How well do you believe this person will perform on the
next task?
3. How much would you like to work on a sinmilar task with this

person?
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4, How much would you like to work on a dissimilar task with
this person?

Values assigned were from =3 to +3 with a zero midpoint;
the more positive the score the higher the evaltvation. Each
scale was analyzed seperately. The fifth scale was a seven-
point seale designed to serve as the manipulation check, <The
scale asked:

5. In relation to others you know, how attractive do you find
this person?
Values assigned were from -3 (Last 5% in attractiveness on

Canpus) to +3 (Top 5% in attractiveness on Campus).

Resulbe

Manipulation Check
To analyze the manipulation check, all proximity condltioneg

were collaesped within each attractiveness condition., Results
shor that there was a significent difference nn perceived.
attractiveness (Fatt; (1,66)= 60,462, p/ +0001) with the
attractive confederate seen as reliably more attractive than
thc unattractive confederate. These data can be seen in Table
1.
Dependent Measure

Table 1 also presents the mesns and tests of signiflcance
for the four dependent measures., As can be seen from the

table, in no case does the proximity manipulatinn or the intere

9
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action term approach significance, although the means are

in the predicted direction, The attractiveness manipula;ion.
however, is significant in all conditions (p minimum / .04)
wltb all means in the preiicted direction,

Discussion
Prior to this experiment, the Beauty-Is-Good stereotype has

been investigated only in a person perception framework, In

other words, subjects were asked to meke attributions about

‘hypothetlical others.- This experiment, on the other hand, asked

subjects to make specific attributions to a real person in a
behsvioral setting, The fact that attribut;ons under these
circumstances arc in line with tne Beauty-Is-Good hypothesls
lends considerabel support to Dion, Berscheld, and Walster's
(1972} contention that we manifest stereotypical attitudes in
our attrirutions,

Thé total absence of effects due to proximity 1is interesting,
4t no time was the main effect for proximity or the interaotion
sirnificant, although the means are in the ajpropriste direction,
There ave several.possible explanations for this finding, One
lies in the constraints imposed by the size of the room used
in the present study, It may well be that manipulations of
proximity were simply not observable or salient to the subject,
Unfortunately, there is no possibility of either accepting or

rejceting this hypothesis, since percpetions of closeness

10
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would have been difficult to plausibly acsess, A second
explanation lies in a conslderation of the power of the
Beauty-Is=Good thesis.' Quite simply, the manipulation of
physical attractiveness may have been strong enough to totally
nobscure the proximity effect. 1If thls explanation wvere
accurate, consideradble support could be mustered for the
Beauty-Is=Good thesls, Finally, it may be argued that, unlike
physical attractiveness, proximity effects have no baselines
from which the subject'can make comparasions, In other words,

we may know very well what is attractive or unattractive, and
hased on this information, attribute differential characterise
tics, However, we may not know what 1s neaf or far in a glven
situation, Thus, proximity, while perceived, could not have
teen interpreted by the subject,

. This study and others have adequately demonstrated that
physical attractiveness is a varliable of tremendious impact.
The absolute value nur culture places upor physical appeal is
clearly evident in beauty contests, advertizing, and cos-
metology. In this culture, beauty is equated with goodness,
suc~ess, and happiness, In short, attractive people are vicwed
as doling good things, .

One of the more interesting aspects of this study 1is the
fact that it investigated the interaction of two stereotypes
in a pcrson perception paradigm, Historlcally, the study of
attribution has proceeded frouw a unideterminent franework.

Hovcver, as Brown (1965) has arcued, the perceiver is processing
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a myriad of information at any one time., Thus, in order to

equate the labratory with the real world, multi-determinent

attritmtion paradigms should be designed to assess possible
interaction effects,

ok
o




Table 1

Mean Scores for Attractiveness and Proximity Conditions

Condition Question Number

Proximity 1 2 3 4 5
Near 1.375 1.458 .750 .1667 .4167
Far 1.000 1.042 .000 .0833 .792
No Information .7917 .750 - .083 .542 .625
P 1.0531 1.43%7 1.898 .6362. .7522
p n.B_v nos. nos. nos. n.s. .

Phvsical Attractiveness
Attractive 1.472 1.444 7778 7222 1,583
Unattractive .6389 722 222 .1944 -0.361
F 6.282 4.437 8.426 6.726 . 60.426
p/ .014 .04 .005 .01 .0001

Questions

1. How well do you believe this person perfoswmcd on the first
task? Not well at all Very well

2. How well do you believe this person will perform on the next
task? Not well at all Very well

3. How much would you like to work on a similar task with this
person? Not at all Very much

4. How much would you like to work on a dissimilar task with
this person? Not at all Very much

5. In relation to others you know, how attractive do you find

this person? Last 5% on Campus Top 5% on Campus
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